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each application independently, those
reviewers who evaluated a common set
of applications are convened to discuss
the strengths and weaknesses of those
applications. Each reviewer may then
independently reevaluate and re-rate
an application with appropriate
changes made to the written com-
ments.

(2) Reviewers are not convened to dis-
cuss an unsolicited application unless
the Secretary determines that discus-
sion of the application’s strengths and
weaknesses is necessary.

(d) Following discussion and any re-
evaluation and re-rating, reviewers
shall independently place each applica-
tion in one of three categories, either
‘‘highly recommended for funding,’’
‘‘recommended for funding’’ or ‘‘not
recommended for funding.’’

(e) After the peer reviewers have
evaluated, rated, and made funding rec-
ommendations regarding the applica-
tions, the Secretary prepares a rank
order of the applications based solely
on the peer reviewers’ ratings.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 6011(i)(2)(C))

§ 700.22 How are proposals for con-
tracts evaluated?

(a) Each peer reviewer must be given
a number of technical proposals to
evaluate.

(b) Each peer reviewer shall—
(1) Independently evaluate each tech-

nical proposal;
(2) Evaluate and rate each proposal

based on the reviewer’s assessment of
the quality of the proposal according
to the technical evaluation criteria and
the importance or weight assigned to
those criteria; and

(3) Support the rating for each pro-
posal with concise written comments
based on the reviewer’s analysis of the
strengths and weaknesses of the pro-
posal with respect to each of the appli-
cable technical evaluation criteria.

(c) After each peer reviewer has eval-
uated each proposal independently,
those reviewers who evaluated a com-
mon set of proposals may be convened
to discuss the strengths and weak-
nesses of those proposals. Each re-
viewer may then independently re-
evaluate and re-rate a proposal with
appropriate changes made to the writ-
ten comments.

(d) Following discussion and any re-
evaluation and re-rating, reviewers
shall rank proposals and advise the
contracting officer of each proposal’s
acceptability for contract award as
‘‘acceptable,’’ ‘‘capable of being made
acceptable without major modifica-
tions,’’ or ‘‘unacceptable.’’ Reviewers
may also submit technical questions to
be asked of the offeror regarding the
proposal.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 6011(i)(2)(C))

Subpart D—Evaluation Criteria

§ 700.30 What evaluation criteria are
used for grants and cooperative
agreements?

(a) Except as provided in paragraph
(d) of this section, the Secretary an-
nounces the applicable evaluation cri-
teria for each competition and the as-
signed weights in a notice published in
the FEDERAL REGISTER or in the appli-
cation package.

(b) In determining the evaluation cri-
teria to be used in each grant and coop-
erative agreement competition, the
Secretary selects from among the eval-
uation criteria in paragraph (e) of this
section and may select from among the
specific factors listed under each cri-
terion.

(c) The Secretary assigns relative
weights to each selected criterion and
factor.

(d) In determining the evaluation cri-
teria to be used for unsolicited applica-
tions, the Secretary selects from
among the evaluation criteria in para-
graph (e) of this section, and may se-
lect from among the specific factors
listed under each criterion, the criteria
which are most appropriate to evaluate
the activities proposed in the applica-
tion.

(e) The Secretary establishes the fol-
lowing evaluation criteria:

(1) National significance.
(i) The Secretary considers the na-

tional significance of the proposed
project.

(ii) In determining the national sig-
nificance of the proposed project, the
Secretary may consider one or more of
the following factors:

(A) The importance of the problem or
issue to be addressed.
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